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This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non-j5nal Office Action mailed April 
I0,fe006 , Reconsideration and allowance of the application and presently pending claims are 
resj ectfv lly requested. 

P esponse to Rejection of Cl ai ms Tinder 35 U.S>C. S 103(al 



P esent Status of Patent Application 



REMARKS 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



1 1 the Office Action, claims 1, 2, 4-11. and 14-16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
as Jllege aiy being unpatentable over Sumner (U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0061003) in view 
of imo d (U.S Patent No. 6,965^18) in flirther view of Fox (U.S. Patent Publicaticm No. 
20^ 4/00 «665), Claim 17 stands rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over Sumner in view of 
minfirtherviewofylraaWinfurdierviewofS^^ (U.S, Patent No. 6,400,810). Claims 18- 
28 J 31-: 3, 35, 36, 40-42, 45, and 47-50 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Sui iner in view of Fox in fiufhier view of Arnold in further view of Garakani (U.S. Patent 
Pu licat on No, 2002/0064137). Claims 34, 43, 44, 51, and 52 stand rejected as allegedly being 
un aten able over Sumner in view of Fox in further view of Arnold in further view of Garakani in 
fill her T lew of Skladman. Claims 12 and 13 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Sii nner in view of Fox in fiirther view of Arnold in further view of Ng (U.S. Patent No. 6,640,301). 
CI! jJtts -9, 30, 37-39, and 46 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over Sumner in view 
of ^ox i 1 fiuther view of Arnold in further view of Garakani in furdier view of Ng. For a proper 
re] ^tioi i of a claim under 35 U.S.C. § 103» the teachings of the cited art reference must suggest all 
th^ feat tres of the claimed subject matter to one of ordinary skill in the art. See, e.g, In re Dow 
q ^ic il, 837 F.2d 469, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
ui.P.C . 871, 881 (C.C.P.A. 1981). 

L Claim 1 

\s provided in ind^endent claim 1, Applicant claims: 

An apparatus for notifying a subscriber of new email messages located at a 
)0St office, comprising; 

a wireless proxy email client in communication with a wireless network 
2nd a post office via an external network, the wireless proxy email elient 
ititizing information from a file containing the subscriber's information to 
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a the subscriber's emaU account at the post office at the external network, 
tl e wireless proxy emaU client retrieving a portion of an emaU message from 
ti e subscriber's account to uniquely identify the emaU message and sending a 
n Uification to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting the subscriber of 
ti e email message at the post office enabling the wireless device to retrieve the 
e nail message directly from the post office, 

(Eri|pha5 is added). 

jf ppUcant respectfully submits that independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the 
reaion ti at Sumner in view of Fox in further view of Arnold does not disclose, teach, or suggest at 
lea|t "a vireless proxy email client in communication witibi a wireless network and a post office 
vial an jxtemal network, the wireless proxy email client utilizing infoimation fix>m a file 
co| taini ig the subscriber's information to access the subscriber's email account at the post oflBce 
at fie «5 temal network, the wireless proxy email client retrieving a portion of an email message 
X th< subscriber's account to uniquely identify the email message and sending a notification 
wir less device of the subscriber for alerting the subscriber of the email message at the post 
;e ei tabling the wireless device to retrieve the email message directly from the post office," as 
recited i 1 claim L 

J 'or example, Sumner discloses a system with a wireless messaging engine 320 which 
fliictio is as a messaging server for wireless messaging system subscribers. . . . The wireless 
m^ ssagiig engine 320 receives the message fix)m the Xntemet 215 . [and} detemunes the 
pH per J Duting to the wireless subscriber unit 340." Para. 0036 (Emphasis added). Accordingly, 
1^2^ nner appears to generally describe a system where a gateway sends or redirects email 
mi 3&ag< s or portions of email messages (e.g.^ an email message without attachments) to a 
wi eless device, 

'uither. Fox appears to teach that "an Ihtemet airline scheduling server could push 
ini>rms don to a proxy server coupled to the Internet. The proxy server would then pass the 
in :>rm£ tion on to the wireless computing device/' Para. 0007 (Emphasis added). Fox also 
ge! leral y describes a system such that when "email is. deUvered to the mailbox on the mail 
56] ver, he mail server may use a notification to notify the wireless client device of tilie incoming 
erjail" CoL 0033 (Emphasis added). 
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ith regard to Arnold, it teaches that '^email servers 114a, 114b . . . lUn respond and 
proxy server 106 a message list of pending email messages using the P0P3 protocol. 
232, proxy server transmits to the user a list of all pending email messages retrieved 

)f the user's accounts In step 234, the user manipulates the interface module 132 

input device ... to indicate which messages within the consolidated message list 134 
hsixk to be retrieved. In step 236, the proxy server 106 receives the retrieve command from 

workstation 102 In step 238, a proxy server 106 transmits to the selected email 

retrieve command to retrieve the user's selected email messages from the local message 
U8a, 118b , . . llSn for those servers." Col. 4, lines 32-51 (Emphasis added), 
'therefore, each reference fiails to disclose individually or in conxbination a system 
a wireless device, a messaging server or post office, and a proxy client where the prpyy 
clifit (*id not a server) checks for new messaees on the messaging server (by retrieving a 
3f a message that allows the proxy client to uniquely identify the messages and to 
c whether the message is new) and sends a notification message to the wireless device of 
message so that the wireless device can retrieve the new message directly from the 
server (and not via a proxy server). In contrast, FoXy for example, discloses, that a 
if servers push messages to a wireless device. Further Fox teaches that a wireless device 
from the entity that also sends notification messages. Arnold diversely teaches 
server facilitates the retrieval of email messages for a workstation and does not teach 
that a notification message enables a wireless device to retrieve an email message 
from a post office, as described in claim 1. 

Vs a result, the proposed combination of Sumner in view of Fox in fijither view of Arnold 
each or suggest at least "a wireless proxy email client in commumcation with a wireless 
and a post office via an external network, flie wireless proxy email client utilizing 
from a file containing the subscriber's information to access the subscriber's email 
at the post office at the external network, the wireless proxy email client retrieving a 
of an email message from the subscriber's account to uniquely identify the email message 
a notification to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting the subscriber of the 
xjiessage at the post office enabling the wireless device to retrieve the email message 
diiectly from the post office," as recited in claim I . 
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T lerefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by Sumner in view of 
Fo:im fi rther view ofAnwld has not been made. Thus, claim 1 is not obvious under proposed 
corfbina ion and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

b Claims 2 and 4A7 

I independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited ait of record, then its depeud^t claims 2, 
2 a4d 4" 7 are allowable as a matter of law, because tibiese depMidcnt claims contain all the features 
antielen mts of their respective independent claim 1 and the cited references of Sklctdman and Ng 
fiaiito cv re the deficiencies of the Sumner, Fox, and Arnold references. 

1 Ldditionally and notwithstanding the fioregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 2 and 
tht se dependent claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is ^parent 
byi sxan ination of the claims themselves) that axe patentably distinct from the cited art of record. 
Hq Lce, 1 lere are other reasons why these dependent claims are allowable. 



. Claim 18 

. ^s provided in independent claim 18, Applicant claims: 

A system for notifying a subscriber of new email messages located at a 
ost office, comprising: 

a wireless proxy email client in communication with a wireless network 
ind a post office via an external network, the wireless proxy email client 
ttitizing information from a JUe containing the subscriber's information to 
tccess the subscriber's email account at the post office, the wireless proxy email 
iient retrieving a portion of a new email message to determine whether the 
libscriber has been notified of the new email message previously and sending a 
lotlfication to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting the subscriber of 
he new email message at the post office enabling the wireless device to retrieve 
he email message directly from the post office if the subscriber has not been 
wtified previously about the new email messttge* 



(]^ph£ sis added). 

Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 18 is allowable for at least the 
relson i lat Sumner in view of Fox m further view of Arnold in further view of Garakani does not 
diiclos4, teach, or suggest at least "a wireless proxy email client in communication with a 
wjelesl network and a post office via an extemal network, the wireless proxy email client 
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utilizing infonnation from a file containing the subscriber's infonnation to access the 
crib< t's email account at the post office, the wireless proxy email client retrieving a portion 
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email message to determine whether the subscriber has been notified of the new email 
previously and sending a notification to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting 
thejubsiriber of the new email message at the post office enabling the wireless device to retrieve 
thjemaf message directly from the post office if the subscriber has not been notified previously 
new email message,*" as recited in claim 18. 
ior example, Sumner discloses a system with a wireless messaging engine 320 which 
"fiJictio IS as a messaging server for wireless messaging system subscribers. . . . The wireless 
m^ ;sagi xg engine 320 receives the message from the Internet 215 . . . [and] detennines the 
pre jer r mting to the wireless subscriber unit 340." Para. 0036 (Emphasis added). Accordingly, 
appears to generally describe a system where a gateway sends or redirects email 
s or portions of email messages (^.g,, an email message without attachments) to a 
device. 

^irthcr, Fox appears to teach that "an totemet airline scheduling server could push 
inArma ion to a proxy server coupled to the Internet. The proxy server would then pass the 
iiu! )rma ion on to the wireless computing device." Para. 0007 (Emphasis added). Fox also 
gei Leral y describes a system such that when "email is delivered to the mailbox on the mail 
sef^er, |he mail server may use a notification to notify the wireless client device of the incoming 
Col. 0033 (Emphasis added). 

A^ith regard to Arnold^ it teaches that "email servers 114a, 114b . . . 114n respond and 
to proxy server 106 a message list of pending email messages using the POP3 protocol. 
;tep 232, proxy server transmits to the user a list of all pending email messages retrieved 
of the user's accounts. ... In step 234, the user manipulates the interface module 132 
us|ag all input device ... to indicate which messages within (he consolidated message hst 134 
desi red to be retrieved. In step 236, the proxy server 106 receives the retrieve command from 

reqi ired workstation 102 hi step 238, a proxy server 106 transmits to the selected email 

I retrieve command to retrieve the user's selected email messages from the local message 
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da abas s 118a, 118b ... I18n for those servers." Col. 4, lines 32-Sl (Emphasis added). 
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J Jso, Garakani appears to describe a system with modem gateways that notiftr each omer 
of ^ act ve data segment. 

1 tierefore, each reference fails to disclose individually or in combination a system 
fealirinj a wireless device, a messaging server or post office, arid a proxy client where the proxy 
cliJit (a id not a server) checks for new messages on the messaging server (by retrieving a 
)f a message that allows the proxy client to tmiquely identii^ the messages and to 
whether the message is new) and sends a notification message to the wireless device of 
tjiessage so that the wireless device can retrieve the new message directly from the 
server (and not via a proxy server). Jn contrast, Fox, for example, discloses that a 
c f servers push messages to a wireless device. Ftirthcr Fox teaches that a wireless device 
messages from the entity that also sends notification messages. Arnold diversely teaches 
a pi )xy server facilitates the retrieval of email messages for a workstation and does not teach 
;ugg< «t tihiat a notification message enables a wireless device to retrieve an email message 
dijf ctly &x)m a post office, as described in claim 18. Garakani faik to cure these deficiencies. 

- ^s a result, the proposed combination of Sumner in view of Fox in fixriher view of Arnold 
m tiirth t view of Garakani fails to teach or suggest at least "a wireless proxy email client in 
CO] unu: licadon with a wireless network and a post office via an external network, the wireless 
pr< xy e nail client utilizing information from a file containing the subscriber's information to 
aci ess t le subscriber's email account at the post office, the wireless jproxy email client retrieving 
ortio a of a new email message to determine whether the subscriber has been notified of the 
nq V enc ail message previously and sending a notification to a wireless device of the subscriber 
fo] alei ing the subscriber of the new email message at the post office enabling the wireless 
d€| nee 1 0 retrieve the email message directly fix>m the post office if the subscriber has not been 
ncfified previously about the new email message/' as recited in claim 18. 

rherefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by Sumner in view of 
F4c in : iirther view of Arnold in further view of Garakani has not bera made. Thus, claim 18 is 
nqt obv ous und^ pressed combination and the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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Claims 19-34 

independent claim 18 is allowable over the cited art of record, then its dependent claims 
31-'34 are alJowable as a matter of law, because these dependent claims contain all the 
ind elements of their respective independent claim 18 and the cited references of Skladman 
an^ATg f lil to cure the deficiencies of the Sumner, Fox, Arnold, and Garakani references. 

i .dditionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 19- 
dep^ent claims recite fuxtibier features/elements and/or combinations of 
dements (as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves) tliat are patentably 
\ rom the cited art of record. Hence, th^e are other reasons why these dependent claims are 



34 
feafires/ 



rei 



THOMAS, KAYDEN 



PAGE 



thcje 



son 



disj inct 
aU|wab|s 

Claim 35 

> ^s provided in independent claim 3S» Applicant claimis: 

A method for notifying a subscriber of new email messages located at a 
^ost office, comprising: 

establishing communication with a wireless proxy email client via an 
xtemal network; 

utilizing a subscriber's information contained in a file to access the 
ubscriber's email account at the post office; 

retrieving a portion of an email message by the wireless proxy email 
Hent from the post office to uniquely identify the email message; 

determining whether the subscriber has been previously notified about 
he emait message; and 

sending a notification to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting 
he subscriber of the new emait message at the post office about which the 
subscriber has not been previously notified enabling the wireless device to 
'etrieve the email message directly from the post office. 

CSpplu sis added). 

\pplicant respectfully submits that independent claim 35 is allowable for at least the 
hat Sumner in view of Fox in further view of Arnold in further view Skladman does not 
di|clos4, teach, or suggest at least the features of ''retrieving a portion of an email message by the 
wf elesi proxy email client fi:om the post ofiice to uniquely identify the email message; 
ddermfting whether the subscriber has been previously notified about the email message; and 
sei [6in£ a notification to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting the subscriber of the new 
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at the post office about which the subscriber has not been previously notified 
the wireless device to retrieve the email message directly from the post office," as 
claim 35. 

example, Sumner discloses a system with a wireless messaging engine 320 which 
ctioifs as a messaging server for wireless messaging system subscribers. . . . The wireless 
engine 320 receives the message from the Internet 215 .. . [and] determines the 
to the wireless subscriber unit 340," Para. 0036 (Emphasis added). Accordingly, 
appears to gcgaerally describe a system where a gateway sends or redirects email 
or portions of email messages (eg., an email message without attachments) to a 



ijurfher, Fox ^ears to teach that "an Internet airline scheduling starver could push 
nnal ion to a proxy server coupled to the Intemet. The proxy server would then pass the 
nnafon on to the wireless computing device." Para. 0007 (Emphasis added). Fox also 
describes a system such that when "email is delivered to the mailbox on the mail 
le mail server may use a notification to notify the wireless client device of the incoming 
Col. 0033 (Emphasis added). 
^STith regard to Arnold, it teaches that "email servers 114a, 114b . IMn respond and 
to proxy server 106 a message list of pending email messages using the POP3 protocol 
In ^qp 232, proxy server transmits to the user a list of all pending email messages retrieved 
of the user's accounts, ... In step 234, the user manipulates the interface module 132 
ig ai| input device ... to indicate which messages within the consolidated message list 134 
ed to be retrieved. In step 236, the proxy server 106 receives the retrieve command from 

th^reqilbred workstation 102 In step 238, a proxy server 106 transmits to the selected email 

retrieve command to retrieve the user^s selected email messages from the local message 
118a, 118b . 118n for those servers." Col. 4, lines 32-51. 

Also, Garakani spears to describe a system with modem gateways that notify each other 
m ac ive data segment, 

lierefore, each reference fails to disclose individually or in combination a system or 
featuring a wireless device, a messaging server or post office, and a proxy client where 
proirv client (and not a server) checks for new messages at the post office (by retrieving a 



infi 

gen srall 
sec 'er, t 
en? dl 



trai^t 



fro n ai: 



us: 



ar^ desi 



sel /Qvs 



da ^bas* 



of 



mi thod 



16 



PAGE 1»21 ' RCVD AJ nt0/200e 1:25:31 PM [Eastern Daylight r^^^ 



B7/10/2006 13:33 



7709510933 



THOMAS, KAYDEN 



PAGE 20 



porl on C 
detfi min 
a w m 



ofS 



sell ers 
mei sage 



su| ;est 
dir^ ctly 



m 



As 
iirthe r 



m€! sage 
sag€ ; 
me isage ; 



sul scrib 



36 



(aid 



p iish 



se-ver 



pre /loui 
poj t 



noi 



52 a 



St^ 3S of 

cu e 



thes 5 



5: 

aplaxen: 
re^ ord. 



f a message that allows the proxy client to uniquely identify the messages and to 
J whether the message is new) and sends a notificatjon message to the wireless device of 
jssage so that the wireless device can retrieve the new message directly from the post 
not via a proxy server). In contrast. Fox, for example, discloses that a variety of 
messages to a wireless device. Further Fax teaches that a wireless device receives 
from the entity that also sends notification messages. Arnold diversely teaches thai a 
facilitates the retrieval of email messages for a workstation and does not teach or 
hat a notification message enables a wireless device to retrieve an email message 
rom a post office, as described in claim 35, Gardkani fails to cure these deficiencies, 
a result, the proposed combination of Sumner in view of Fax in fiirfher view of Arnold 
view of Garakani fails to teach or suggest at least "retrieving a portion of an email 
by the wireless proxy email client from the post office to uniquely identify the email 
determining whether the subscriber has been previously notified about the email 
and sending a notification to a wireless device of the subscriber for alerting the 
of the new email message at the post ofiSce about which the subscriber has not been 
ly notified enabling the wireless device to retrieve the email message directly fix)m the 

\" as recited in claim 35, 
lierefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by Sumner in view of 
4irther view of Arnold in finther view of Garakani has not been made. Thus, claim 35 is 
under proposed combination and the rejection should be withdrawn. 
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: Claims 3frS2 

f independent claim 35 is allowable over the cited art of record, then its dq)cndent claims 
e allowable as a matter of law, because these depmdent claims contain all the features and 
their respective independent claim 35 and the cited references of Skladman and A^g^ &il to 
thdj deficiencies of the Sumner^ Fox, Arnold, and Garakani ref^roaces. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of claims 36- 
dq)endent claims recite flirther feahires/steps and/or combinations of features/steps (as is 
by examination of the claims ftemselves) that are patentably distinct from the cited art of 
Hmce, there are other reasons why these depmi&at claims are allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

jLy other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein are not 
intJided to be adnutted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not 
hav ng b jen shown to be necessarily present. Furthermore, any and all findings of well-known art 
an£ offi< ial notice, or statements interpreted similarly, should not be considered well known for 
at I sast t le specific and particular reason that the Office Action does not include specific factual 
fini itigs predicated on sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusioiis. 

Ii light of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth above, 
A^licai It respectfully submits that all objections and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered 
md 3t, ai id/or accommodated, and that the now pending claims are in condition for allowance. In 
adj ition, Applicant does not intend to admit anything regarding any other statements in the 
Oi ice i action that is not explicitly referenced in this reqjonse. Favorable reconsidcsralion and 
aUI wan » of the present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. % 
in he 0 sinion of the Examiner, a telephonic confferaice would expedite the examination of ftis 
m( tter, he Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 



RespectfiiUy submitted, 



Charles W. Grllggei^ 



No. 47,283 



T [O]VAS,I0WyDEN, 

[Or: itemeyer & risley, l.l.p. 

'50 

I Galleria Parkway N.W. 
, Georgia 30339 
J-9500 
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